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REGIONAL PARKS
EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DI$’rI~tCT

" A~n: Nck Brdtenbach ’~’:~

:: Saer~ento, CA 95814

~: C~FED Bay Delta Program dra~ EIS/EIR
,,

~ ~. Breitenbach:

Thank you for providing the East Bay Regional Park District ("District") with a copy of the
fitioen-volume Drat~ EIS/EIR and twenty volumes of ~upportlng studies for the proposed
CALFED Bay.Delta Program. We have reviewed these documents and offer the following
comments for your consideration in preparing the revised aratt EIS/EIR:

RECREATION

This programmatic EISiEIR is inadequate in that it did not address impacts to, nor provide
adequate mitigation for water- and land-based recreation. For example, channel and levee
improvements may adversely affect existing boat marinas at several locations, This impact and
mitigation for this impact needs to be filly addressed and mitigated in the EIS!EIR. Public access
point~ to waterways may aI~o be restricted by some project elemeats and mitigation measures.
Mitigation for loss of public access needs to be provided.

Many of the proposed project elements would adversely affect land-based existing recreational
facilities or would preclude or substantially restrict planned recreation facilities. For example,
existing levees in some areas are currently used or are pl~ned to be used as shoreline tra~B.
Construction of new set-back levees may adversely affect these facilities. New levees should
provide for this lost usage. Trail facilities may also be displaced by reservoir inundation, or
pipeline or channel construction. These impacts should also be fully addressed and mitigated for
by this project. Potentially suitable mitigation measures could include acqulsidon and protection

T of open space and purchase of trail fights-of-way or casements,

Recreational demand in urbanizing areas surrounding the Delta continues to overburden
recreational providers. Water related recreation, including camping, boating, fishing and trail use
are all critical issues for any Delta-urban interface planning efforts. CALFED should be required
to improve recreational use and Delta access as a part of any s,:gnifieant Delta flx.
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Proposed Par~ and Trail Facilitle~. I law ~nclo~d ~ vvpy vfd~c Dibt~i~t’~ 1997 Maste~
~p w~ch shows the location of all propos~ re~onal p~k and trail facilities ~t~ ~a and
Cont~ Costa Counties w~ch are contemplated for the ten y~r pla~ng pefied ofth~ M~ter
Plan. In pmicular, the propos~ p~rks ~ho~ as "Pitt~bur~fi~h", "Delta Recreation", ’~etta
Ace,s" ~d "Beth~y Rese~o~" ~� of ~eat~t concern ~ terms of how they may be d~fly
affec~ or potentially preclud~ by in-Delta elements of the C~FED project. S~ver~ proposed
m~ong trail~ ~y also be adversely affected by ~-De!m project dements, indud~g the M~sh
Creek Tr~l to Rock Slough, Marsh Ct~k Tail to D~Ita, Marsh Creek Tm~ to Discove~ Bay,
~lg Break Shoreline a~ ~ock Slough to Bethany Rese~oir trail~. Off-aqueduct ~orage options
at ~ Exp~d~ Los Vaqueros Rese~’o~ also have the potenfi~ to aff~t sever~ mher
r~jon~ p~ and pmpos~ sails which ar~ discussed separately bEow.

~s Vaquero~ R~e~oir. Th~ potential ~xpansion ofth~ Los Vaqueros Res~oir h one of
s~eral t~o~ developm~ projects identified ~n the dra~ ~IS/~, ]~e Di~tdc: currently
o~ and opiates t~ regional parks w~ch are adjacent to ~he Los Vaqueros Watersh~. We       ,
~e concerned that possible expansion oft~s reservoir ~ll resuI~ in advise impacts ~o
propo~ re~onal trails ~ t~s watersh~. The Los Vaqueros Remurce Management Pl~
~e~eation ~tematives) prepared by th~ Contra Costa Water District (CC~) id~mifi~s
appmxima~ly ~ ~les of publ~c recreational ~ra~l$, includln~ the Morsm Te~ko~ to Round
Va~y, ~ound Vallmy to Los Vaqueros, and Morgan Territo~ to Brushy Peak Region~
~se t~ trots are also identifl~ in the District’s 1997 Mas~¢r Plan.

These regional trails represent critical linkages between Centre Costa and Alameda County and
b~ween major public parkland and open space areas, Without even considering the impact on
wildlife use of the area, public access would be severely limited by such an expansion of the
reservoir. If the CALFED ~Iterna~ive for enlarging Los Vaqueros were chosen it would have a
major impact on not only the trail circulation within the existing Los Vaqueros watershed but
would also potentially elhninate the opportunity to physically make the connections necessary to
eompl~e the planned regional tra~l$,

Lands which are purchased and set-aside to protect the expanded watershed oft, he expanded
resetwoir will undoubtedly have restrlctions placed upon them, in terms of compatible uses. In
some instances, this may mean that a greater recreational burden will b~ shiRed to nearby
parkland~ and public open space. In some instances, this demand may be accommodated by
existing facilities, however in other instances, increased demand for recreational facilities will lead
to inevitable conflict with increased needs for wildlife habitat displaced by reservoir expansion.
This potentially significant impact was not adequately addressed in the draft EIS!EIR.

Contra Loma Reservoir. The District operates its second largest recreational swimming facility
at Contra Loma Reservoir in Contra Costa County. Although not addressed in this draft
EIS;EIIL, there are plans for Contra Loma Reservoir to be used as part of ¢CWD’s regular water
supply system, which would include the existing and expanded Los Vaqueros Reservoir.
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Currently, CC~ is prepping an ~IS ~o address ~h~ potential impacts r~suking firm ~l~
change in use ofContra Loma Rese~oir. As odgln~ly proposed, t~s change wotfld have
result~ ~ the pro~bition of body contac~ with water at Contra Loma CC~’s current
proposal calls for the constR}ction o£a s~mming }a~oon ]n a poWion o~the rese~olr. We ~re

~ncem~ chat tiles Vaqueros Rese~oir is exp~d~ from its cu~ent I00,000 ~ to the
proposed 1,000,000 ,~, ~her¢ would be r~newed p~¢ssure to a~a]n prohibit body com~X with
water at Contra ~ma. ~s would b~ a significant effect o£Los Vaqueros expansion on
r~reation~ s~mming and w~d su~mg at Comra Loan.

WILDLIFE RESOURCES

We find tkis draft Programmatic EIS/EIR has inadequately addressed the potential impacts to
wildlife resources. For exmnple, in the "CALFED Storage a~xd Conveyance Component Facility
Description and Cost Estimate Reports", an initial digcug~ion of pog~ible impacts to San ]’oaquin
kit fox is provided regarding the proposed Los Banes Grandes reservoir en!argement, however
this endangered species was not discussed in the secti0n regarding the proposed Los Vaquero~
enlargement where this species is known to be present. The impacts to wildlife species must be
fully assessed in the Revised Draft I~I$/~IR.

Mitigation Costs. It should be noted that inundation of Los Vaqueros reservoir to th~ 1,000,000
AF level would inundate lairds which were set aside for mitigation for the original 1O0,000 AF
reservoir. Any further inundation must first re-mitigate for the original impact, then for the
additional inundation. This need could be in excess of 10,000 acres, which would remove a
considerable amount of acrease from the tax rolls of Contra Costa County.

Since it i~ noted that mitigation costs were not included in the cost estimate, every reasonable
effort should be made to include enviromnental documentation and mitigation costs in the R.evlsed
Draft EIS/EIR. These mitigation costs should include proposed inundated lands, pipdines, and all
other elements in the proposed systems. Such largc.-sea!a mitigation land aequi~;ition, wil! mo~
likely require condemnation and result in land speculation and increased costs for land. Every
effo~t should be made to use realistic land prices since cost is a determinant in which alternatives
are selected for further evaluation, including the cost of mitigation.

Mitigation Feasibility. In this dra~ Programmatic EI£]E, It’*, "~e text in the report at 7.2.2.7
states that:

"After mitigation strategies are developed into site-specific mitigation measures and
applied, some unavoidable significant impacts may remain. These are identified bdow. It
i~ a**umed that any ~torage faeilitie, would be located to avoid significant impacts to
lifted/proposed species and habitat or to rare natural communities. These impacts are
~herefore considered avoidable "’
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However, this statement is £olIowed, on the ~ame pn~e, by a t;v,,tradi~tory statcm¢~at tl~at su~;gests
that significant, unavoidable impacts will occur:

"Sacramento River and San Ioaquln River Re~o.~.~’ l Inder Alternative~ l, 2, and 3,
existing riparian habitat corridors could be permanently fragmented ~ a result of
inundation of offkream (o/f-aqueduct?) stu~age ,’esei wii s, pvtemi~!ly blockh~8 the
movement and interchange of populations of some wildlife specie~ from upper to lower
watershed locations, This impact could not be mitigated. Therefore, this impact was
comidered a siodaificant unav.oid,~,~L¢ impact."

I.fsignificant unavoidable impacts are a~ticipated, the~ impacts ~huuld be distressed at the
Progammatic EIS/EIR level, and not deferred until decifi~ns have already been made about
which alternative to pursue. Additionally, a. more detailed explanation of number of acres which
will be affected by eech proposed component should be included m the Revi~e~ Draft ~IS/F.IR.

WATER QUALITY

A major component of CALFED should be improvement of water quality, and control of urban
and agricultural runoff. CALFED should make it a high priority to mitigate x~atar quztity impa~t.~
from increased urbanization adjacent to waterways and Delta islands. The purchase of
undeveloped upland areas to buffer the Delta from urban development should be an important
element of any restoration and water quality improvement program. The purchase of agricultural
land alone will not resolve the water quality problems associated with runofffrom urban
development.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Th~ section regarding Los Vaqueros Reservoir in "CALFED Storage ~d Conveyance
Component Facility Description and Co~t Estimate Report~" states that there are 43 significan,
prehistoric sites and 32 significant prehistoriclhistoric sites. Since most sites are located along
water courses, we can only assume that enlargement of’ibis reservoir will cause these sites to be
inundated or other~vise disturbed, the impact thereby being"significant and unavoidable". No
mention of this was made in the document and this impact should be included in the Revised Draft
EIS,~IP,.

ERRATA

"Table 5,3 - Possible Land Area Affected By Ecosystem Res’~oration" lists various habitat types,
such as s~asonal wetland, riparian, etc., which will be affected by the program. In Bay Region,
Perennial grassland is listed as 22,000 - 28,000 acres. However, the total in that column is ~lso
listed as 22,000-28,000. IS the total incorrect, or is the Perennial grassland figure incorrect? We
can only assume that Los Vaqueros is considered in the Bay Region because Perennia! grassland
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There are inconsistencies in the naming of areas in wh2ch each proposed component is included.
In the instance mentioned in the paragraph above, we can assume that Los Vaqueros Reservoir is
included in the "Day Region", wherea~ in the Vcgct~tion and Wildlife section, we cannot assume
that Los Vaqueros Reservoir is included in the Bay Region since that area is stated to have
significant unavoidable impacts" and we know this is not true, The Revised Draft should better
do, fine tho..~ named area.~ and he eon.~i~tent in which project components are included in each,

~B.ITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

It is our understanding tha~ CALFED is planning to prepare a prograram~tti¢ Habitat Conservation
Plan (I-ICP) for impacts to listed species. We could find no reference to the HCP proposal in the
text of the Draft EIS/EIR to corroborate this understanding. Is CALFED planning to prepare a
progr~tram~ttl¢ IIeP or would specifio IIePs be done on a ¢~ts¢-by-e~s¢ basis for the specific
elements of the project which may be eventually implemented?

Thort~ are cnrrently several HCP and Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCP) that are
being planned, prepared or are in place that would address species and geographic loemions
potentially alTected by the CALFED project elements, We recommend that ifCALFED is
planning to prepare an HCP that it plan on including these other efforts into its programmatic
HCP process.

Within Alameda and Contra Costa Counties there are currently several biological diversity
l;,lmming and HCP/NCCP platming efforts undcr~’ay, Mo~t ,ignifl~ant amongst these, in terms of"
its relationship to CALFED, is the proposal for an eastern Contra Costa County HCP/NCCP to
address impacts to listed and candidate species within the communities of Brentwood, Antioch,
pitt.~bnrg and Byron, hut could al.~o include the Los Vaqueros Watershed and several regional
parks, including Black Diamond Mines, Contra Loma Reservoir, Round Valley, Morgan Territory
a~d Vas~;o C~ves. All of these areas m~y also be in~tuded within a CALFED IICP planning area
and should be considered if such an effort is undertaken by CALFED.

~O.GtlAM FOCUS

Tile Ill,till pulp0Se 0[" the CAL~D p¢ogrmn is to r~tore water quali~ ha the Delta so that more
water can be stored and shipped to southern California users. This approach simply vovides a
~t~ ~pply ~urce and m~es no attempt to ~ter water u~ge. Pan of the C~FED Bay
Delta Pra~am should he public outreach and education for mnsewation related to the Delta
ecowge~ water q~liW and agricultural use. Since a~edtural users ~e by far the meg water-
h~tensive users ben~tted by tiffs program, it should pro~de research to a~ultur~ entities for
more effective water u~ge, thereby decr~sing Nmre demand.
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If you have any questions regarding this comments, please contact Susan Canale, Resource
Analyst,, at 510-635-013 8 extension 2603. Please tbrward the Revised Draft EIS/EIK and
continue to forward all other correspondence to me. We anticipate making more d~ailed
comments On the Revised DrY, assuming that it provides an increased level of detail. Th~,k you
for ~he opportunity to comment on this document.

Sincerely,

Brad Olson
Environmental Specialist

cc: EBRPD Board of Directors
Pat O’Brien, General Manager
Bob Doyle, Assistant General Manager
Ted Rado~evieh, District Legal Council
G-reg Gartrel, CCWD
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